Introduction

Aims, Main Focus
The primary aim of this piece is to determine the 'locus' of universal D-quantification in Old Hungarian within the inventory of linguistic expressions conveying universal or maximal readings. Such an inventory will be presented and discussed in Section 2. A subsidiary aim is to chart interactions between different modes of quantification in Old Hungarian. Such interactions may involve a D-quantifier 'decorated' with a distributive suffix (an A-quantifier), or a correlative clause embedded under a D-quantifier.
1
Different linguistic means of expressing universality/maximality have different logical and grammatical properties (which will be outlined in 1.2). It is conjectured that D-quantification as found in the codices was a relatively late development in Old Hungarian; since its formal properties are radically different from those of other linguistic forms, its emergence in Old Hungarian can be said to have had far-reaching consequences, especially at the syntax-semantics interface.
Data from surviving Old Hungarian codices support, we claim, the following observations and hypotheses:
1. Hypothesis 1 : in early Old Hungarian so-called A-quantification was prevalent. Certain suffixes, such as the distributive suffix -keed (MH -ként is like English -ly), could be analysed as distributivity operators.
2. Hypothesis 2 : early OH had bare indeterminate pronouns that could be 'bound' long-distance by propositional quantifiers in the manner proposed in Shimoyama (2001) or Kratzer and Shimoyama (2002) . Section 2 will present data that support this hypothesis, and sections 3 and 4 contain some discussion.
1. D-quantifiers: determiners, quantifying DPs, and 2. A-quantifiers: adverbs, adjuncts, affixes, argument structure adjusters.
According to conventional wisdom, D-quantification is selective, local with respect to variable binding, and island-sensitive. In the case of quantifiers, sensitivity to islands means the absence of certain scope configurations. In island-free environments, scope relations can be flexible, due to covert quantifier movement. Variable binding is local, viz. it is confined to the scope of a given quantifier. In dynamic parlance this entails that ('genuine') quantifiers are externally static (Groenendijk and Stokhof (1991) , Genabith et al. (2007) ):
(1) Every i cat is fond of its i kittens. ?She i caught a lot of mice.
Islands: in the following sentences the embedded quantifier cannot outscope the syntactic island in which it occurs (May (1989) , May (1993) ).
(2) a. Every professor heard the rumour [that every student of his had been summoned to the dean's office]. b. [If every friend of mine comes to the party] it will be a riot.
Scope flexibility: (3) a. The ambassador of every country was invited to the reception b. There was a policeman at every corner.
The scope of D-quantifiers in Old Hungarian could also be flexible. (4) illustrates narrower-than-surface scope: The point of the example is that the scope of mynden nappon 'every day' is confined to the infinitival clause. (The reading is "You promise to give him enough food every day", and NOT "Every day, you promise to give him enough food".)
The following two sentences show wide scope over preceding material: In the case of (5-b) the inversely linked reading is straightforward. With (5-a) on the other hand both scope options appear viable. What makes the inverse scope reading more plausible (we think) is the subject matter of the text: true forgiveness involves not recalling any duplicity, instead of not recalling some (possibly not all) instances of it.
Where A-quantifiers are concerned, it is hard to ascribe them one set of invariant logical properties. What is certain is that adverbial quantifiers are predicted to have frozen scope (since they are generated in situ). Adverbial quantifiers can also be unselective. (6) is a 'natural' example from Dorothy Parker's work, quoted by Peters and Westerståhl. (6) Men seldom make passes at girls who wear glasses. (Dorothy Parker) Few man, girl-with-glasses pairs are such that the man makes a pass at the girl. (Peters and Westerståhl (2006) )
The frozen scope of adverbial quantifiers is shown in (7): the embedded quantifier in (7-a) cannot take matrix scope, even though it occurs in a nonfinite clause. There is a truth-conditional difference between (7-a) and (7-b): (7-a) can be true in a scenario where others can sometimes win, and John is the only person who always wins. (7-b) is false in such a situation.
Indeterminate-based Quantification
The expression of quantification in Japanese and several Asian languages does not quite fit the mould of D-quantification or A-quantification. In these languages so-called indeterminate pronouns (Kuroda (1965) ) acquire existential, quantificational or interrogative force in the presence of certain particles (or by binding from covert operators, if the language in question lacks particles). (The term we will use, 'indeterminate-based quantification', comes from Gill et al. (2006) .)
The key ingredient to this mode of quantification is provided by indeterminate pronouns, whose interpretation varies according to syntactic context. In some languages (as in Japanese or Benghali) existential, universal or interrogative readings are marked by specialised particles; other languages, such as Chinese, lack particles altogether (cf. among others Watanabe (2004) for a typology). Particle + pronoun combinations can be local (Benghali, Japanese) or non-local (Japanese). Concerning the contribution of the particles, some of them (in some languages) have been analysed as quantifiers, others have been analysed as concord markers, carriers of a feature to be checked with a covert operator.
Japanese indeterminate pronouns and particles: Perhaps the most influential analysis of indeterminate-based quantification has been proposed by Junko Shimoyama and Angelika Kratzer (Shimoyama (2001) , Kratzer and Shimoyama (2002) , Kratzer (2005) , see also Ramchand (1997) ). According to them, indeterminates correspond to sets of Hamblin alternatives that are used to build sets of ordinary meanings for the constituents containing them. Alternative meanings of larger constituents are computed compositionally, by pointwise function application.
When the particles ka and mo are not local to an indeterminate, they are analysed as propositional operators over sets of alternative propositions. They reduce alternative sets to singletons, similarly to the way Only reduces the Focus semantic value of its operand to a singleton in Rooth's Alternative Semantics for Focus Rooth (1985) . Quantifying particles thus 'associate' indirectly with indeterminates, again, similarly to indirect association with Focus in Alternative Semantics. In (9) mo operates on a set of alternative properties of the form child who read book x, yielding universal quantification over children.
Similarly, in (10) the output is (equivalent to) universal quantification over teachers, even though the indeterminate pronoun dono combines with gakuseiga ('student-nom').
(10)
[[Dono which gakusei-ga student-nom syootaisita] invited sensei]-mo teacher-mo odotta danced 'For every student x the teacher x had invited danced' ∼ = 'Every teacher invited by some student (from among alternative students) danced' -alternatives are exhaustedAccording to Kratzer and Shimoyama, long-distance Hamblin quantification over alternatives is characterised by the following properties:
1. It is non-local; what happens in fact is the reduction of the set of alternatives to a singleton; it is not binding in the logic textbook sense.
2. It is not sensitive to syntactic islands: an operator-particle can 'associate' with an indeterminate across syntactic islands; 4. Scope is frozen; scope is determined by the locus of the operator.
5. Intervention effects or crossing dependencies are predicted to be excluded: an operator cannot access alternatives in the domain of another, more deeply embedded operator.
Local pronoun + particle combinations Kratzer and Shimoyama have extended a Hamblin analysis of quantification to 'local' particle + pronoun combinations in European languages. Their main example is German irgendein 'some P or other', an epistemic determiner in the sense of Jayez and Tovena (2006) : The identity of an irgendein-referent is unknown or irrelevant. In certain contexts irgendein can have a Free Choice construal; this reading, as Kratzer convincingly argues, is an implicature. This construal aside, irgendein is an existential expression that lacks the quantificational variability exhibited by plain indefinites or bare plurals. Even though it doesn't exhibit quantificational variability, Kratzer shows that irgendein is best analysed as an indefinite in the Heim-Kamp tradition (Heim (1982) , Kamp (1981) ), viz. as contributing a free variable that needs to be 'bound' by a covert existential operator (for instance, by the existential quantifier contained in the entry of must ). According to Kratzer, the particle irgend-can be regarded as a concord marker: It has no quantificational force of its own, it merely signals that a free variable is to be bound, or an active alternative needs to be discharged. In syntactic terms this translates into a particular feature geometry: irgend-is said to carry an uninterpretable feature that needs to be checked against the interpretable feature carried by an operator. (See also Biberauer and Roberts (2011) for a similar model of the syntax-semantics interface.)
Extrapolating from the case of irgend-, Kratzer proposes that particle + indeterminate combinations in European languages uniformly carry an uninterpretable feature, and that quantificational force resides in (possibly covert) operators distinct from the determiners/particles themselves.
Correlatives
Quantification can often be expressed indirectly, via grammatical constructions (cf. Partee (1995) among many other references). For the purposes of this paper one construction is relevant: correlatives. Very rougly, correlatives resemble free relatives, with some differences: they typically occur clause-initially, they can have several relative expressions, and at least one relative expression has a socalled correlate (typically, a demonstrative) in the matrix (in Hungarian the correlate may be covert). (For details the reader is referred to Lipták (2009a) ; landmark semantic analyses are Srivastav (1991) or Dayal (1995) vala be-pst 'She gave everyone his due' (Cornides C. 178r) 'She gave everyone i that j to whom i which j was his i (due)'
In our work on OH quantification we rely on those analyses that take correlatives to correspond to conditionals (Andrews (1985) , see also discussion in Lipták (2009b) ), and where the maximality/uniqueness effect is derived from a covert maximality operator (as in Braşoveanu (2008)). In addition, in future work we would like to build on the dynamic analyses of Bittner (2001) , Braşoveanu (2008), and Braşoveanu (2012) where the relation between the relative pronoun and its matrix correlate is a special case of discourse anaphora (see also Belyaev and Haug (2014) for a dynamic-diachronic analysis of correlatives).
The Expression of Universal/Maximal Readings in Old Hungarian
This section provides an inventory of expressions and syntactic structures conveying universal or maximal readings in Old Hungarian. Structural Focus and csak 'only' will have to be omitted from this inventory: at this stage of research little is known about their behaviour in OH. Old Hungarian -keed as an A-quantifier can be regarded as a vestige of the SOV, head-final period of Hungarian: an operator head (the suffix) is preceded by a 'contentful' morpheme (the nominal or numeral root).
An inventory
In OH codices the contribution of -keed varied according to the denotation type of its nominal. When combined with individual-denoting nouns or numerals, -keed had the role of a frequency marker, as in Modern Hungarian.
In (16) eǵenkét 'one by one' combines with floating mind 'all'. It may serve to stress that each of the devil's daughters is married off richly, i.e. it is not the case that they receive a large dowry only as a group. With temporal expressions -keed could be a universal quantifier, and this is quite different from its present-day use as a frequency marker. A comparison of present-day időnként 'from time to time' and Old Hungarian koronkeed 'always' can illustrate this difference. Although the two expressions are morphologically similar (idő-nként is 'time-dist and koron-keed is 'time-dist' or 'age-dist), időn-ként is a plual existential, whereas subsequent examples will show that koron-keed is comparable to English always. Naponkeed 'day-dist' could also mean the generalised quantifier 'every day' (instead of the frequency marker 'daily').
In (17) naponkeed presumably combines with the manner adverb: 'And he dwelt there, and each day he felt great pleasure'. This is a frequency reading for naponkeed . Naponkeed could also mean 'incessantly', if the manner adverb nagÿ gÿenÿerewseggel 'with great pleasure' is construed as one state description whose time span includes the domain of every day. (This is similar to the ambiguity of the English sentence John was ill every day last week.) wgÿan same azon that korsagban illness-ine 'Every day it is possible for you to come down with the same illness' (Érsekújvár C. 211vb) (wgÿan azon korsag 'the same malady' is anaphoric to an explicitly mentioned disease name) Sentence (18) doesn't have the reading 'It is possible for you to fall ill (and recover) daily'. In its original context, (18) could be paraphrased as follows: 'Someone has fallen ill with a certain disease, and every day, any day, you too might contract that disease.'
In Modern Hungarian koronként means 'from period to period', 'from one age/period to another'. In Old Hungarian koronkeed was an adverbial quantifier corresponding to English always or Modern Hungarian mindig. (Kor is a common noun meaning 'age', 'period', 'era', 'time', or a suffix paraphraseable as English temporal at .)
With state descriptions koronkeed meant 'incessantly' (similarly to English always), as seen in (19):
mywltha since foghwa beginning ysmertelek know-pst-1sg-defo2 'But you've always been self-important, ever since I've known you' (Jordánszky C. 220)
The Restrictor of koronkeed was usually covert, and could (presumably) be recovered by pragmatic means (via association with Focus or association with presuppositions, or knowledge shared between discourse participants). This is In Modern Hungarian the closest parallel is szerre-rendre ('successively'), which is chiefly used in Eastern dialects.
Pronominal reduplication: the reduplicated pronoun ki-ki lit. 'who-who' was (and still is) a distributivity marker. We propose that preverbal, reduplicated ki-ki is a vestige of a period in the history of Hungarian when unattached indeterminate pronouns were bound by long-distance operators.
In (22) kinek kynek 'to each' is a distributivity operator, and the complex DP az alkolmas allapotba meel . . . denotes a suitable state which takes into account the properties of each man to be resurrected. In MH ki-ki has to bind a variable in its scope (Farkas (1997) ), and its domain is provided by context. Data from OH codices do not contradict these requirements.
In (22) the domain of ki-ki would be humanity as a whole. In fact, in this example the domain of ki-ki is dependent on that of the universal quantifier in the matrix. The attentive reader may have noted that (22) looks suspiciously like a case of requantification: given the universal quantifier in the matrix, ki-ki may as well be redundant. Although cases like (22) raise relevant questions concerning the nature of binding or the inherent quantificational force of operators like ki-ki, they have to be set aside for the time being.
In addition to plain ki-ki 'who-who', the codices also contain the combination (reduplicated) pronoun + mind : ki mind, ki-ki mind . According to Vera Hegedűs (p.c.): ki(-ki) mind could have been a short-lived 'experiment' to express 'everybody', 'each person'. (In Old Hungarian DP minden could mean everybody, in addition to everything. In Modern Hungarian everybody is conveyed with the compound minden-ki lit. 'every-who'.) (23) Floating mind 'all': The inventory of OH A-quantifiers included floating quantifiers. Old Hungarian floating mind 'all' has survived into Modern Hungarian, with some relatively recent sortal restrictions on its associate. 4 In OH mind could combine with temporal or spatial expressions in a manner similar to English all the way. Neither minden 'every' nor egyminden 'each and every one' (to be discussed presently) had this property; in MH it is detectable in certain set phrases such as mind-addig ('all the time until') or mindhalálig ('till death'). According to the Historical-Etymological Dictionary of Hungarian (HEDH, Benkő (1964 ), mind is composed of the pronoun mi 'what', a manner suffix -n (detectable in today's mennyi 'how much'), and a suffix -d , whose role is unclear. According to traditional diachronic analyses, mind was originally a so-called 'generalised pronoun' that originally meant 'successively', and later came to mean 'all'. What is relevant for this paper is that mind is derived from an indeterminate pronoun, and that it is not a bleached and reanalysed (open class) lexical item. Instead, it appears to have been tailor-made as an operator.
The semantic properties of mind will receive some discussion in the following section, where they will be contrasted with those of minden 'every'. (BendeFarkas (2014b) contains a fairly detailed analysis of mind , along with a comparison with minden 'every'). Here we reproduce an example from the earliest extant Hungarian text, the Funeral Sermon and Prayer (FSP). The FSP contains several occurrences of mind , and by and large all of these behave similarly to Modern Hungarian mind , or English all. Egyminden was relatively frequent in the Vienna and Munich codices (15th century). It could be a floating quantifier, but, unlike floating mind 'all', it was inflected for case, and participated in scope interactions in a manner similar to the D-quantifier minden 'every', including configurations with the format ∀ ≺ ¬ (cf. example (52-b) in part 3.3). Unlike mind , it did not co-occur with collective or reciprocal expressions, nor did it 'associate' with temporal or spatial expressions in the manner typical for mind (as seen in (24)). That is to say, the morphology and the scopal behaviour of egyminden appear to indicate that it may well have been a D-quantifier disguised as an A-quantifier. 
Bare nominals
Bare nouns in Old Hungarian could have universal/generic construals. In (27), for instance, the noun ember 'man' has a generic/kind level construal (cf. Egedi (2013) 
'man pursues worldly riches night and day, but up comes death and takes them all away from him' (Bod C. 4v)
Correlatives
Old Hungarian (just like Modern Hungarian) had free relatives/correlatives. The most conspicuous difference between Old Hungarian and Modern Hungarian is that in Old Hungarian the combination vala+pronoun could be used as a relative pronoun (chiefly in free relatives/correlatives, occasionally also in 'plain' relative clauses).
Members of the vala-series in Modern Hungarian are positive polarity indefinites (with some exceptions). In Old Hungarian they were DPs, determiners or relative pronouns, with varying properties. As DPs/determiners they could scope under negation (as in example (4) on page 3), and could have Free Choice construals. As relative pronouns they typically occurred in correlatives expressing generalisations, and had universal or FC construals, as shown in (28) ees. also '(The place) where you keep your treasure is also where your heart is.' (Érdy C. 136a)
The sentences in (28) show correlative structures with vala-expressions as relative pronouns (MH would employ relative pronouns such as ami, aki 'what', 'who'). (28-a) and (28-b) have a universal construal, saying that all male issue have to be sacrificed, or that everyone who serves God reigns like a lion. (28-c) has a Free Choice reading: there is a unique location where treasure is stored, and, wherever that place might be, the addressee's heart can also be found there. These sentences lend themselves to a conditional analysis of correlatives:
(28-b) can be taken to be a donkey sentence in disguise, saying that if someone serves God, he or she will reign like a lion.
Sentence (29) is one of the very few instances of episodic vala-correlatives in OH codices. The speaker is Judas, and the unique person he is going to kiss is Jesus. Even such a sentence can be construed as a conditional: 'If I kiss someone, he will be the one you are looking for, and you should detain him'.
(29)
Valakit megapolandoc o › az fogiatoc o › tèt VALA-who-acc prt-kiss-fut.1sg he that detain-imp.2sg he-acc 'The one I am going to kiss, he will be the one; detain him' (Munich C. 33rb)
Correlatives are relevant for the current discussion for two reasons: (i) It is a puzzle how expressions from the VALA-series could be plain indefinites and could also occur in structures conveying maximality/universality. (It was typical for the same codex to contain vala-expressions in both roles, cf. a sample of data and discussion in Bende-Farkas (2014a) .) (ii) The nature of the relationship between the relative pronoun and its matrix correlate becomes relevant when correlatives are seen to interact with well-behaved, textbook quantifiers such as minden 'every'. (A case in point is (13); a handful of similar cases will be discussed in part 3.4.)
Indeterminate pronouns
Old Hungarian codices contain a handful of examples where bare pronouns (in non-interrogative, non-relative environments) are bound long-distance by an operator.
Bare pronouns could be bound under negation: Bare pronouns could also occur in the antecedent of a conditional. In these cases they had a universal interpretation. So, a sentence like (31) was a donkey sentence. The universal construal of ky 'who' followed from the semantics of the conditional: If someone asks ϕ then ψ is logically equivalent to For every x it holds that if x asks ϕ then ψ. 6 If ψ contains no free occurrence of x, the equivalence (i) holds in classical logic. In dynamic frameworks the equivalence holds even if ψ contains free occurrences of x (classic references are Kamp and Reyle (1993) or Groenendijk and Stokhof (1991) ). In examples like the above we propose that the indeterminate was bound by a covert existential operator within its clause (and under negation). The universal interpretation in (31) and (32) follows from the semantics of the conditional.
The presence of such indeterminate pronouns can be explained, we claim, if we take them to be the remnants of an earlier period when free indeterminate pronouns could be bound long-distance by propositional operators. The refurbished, reduplicated pronoun ki-ki 'who-who' can also be taken as a survivor of that period. The case of ki-ki as the remainder of an earlier system of bare indeterminates is made stronger by the fact that no other indeterminates are used in such a manner: Pronoun reduplication yielding a distributive operator is confined to ki. (All other combinations are ungrammatical in MH, and are unattested in OH records.)
Further (indirect) evidence for the presence bare indeterminates in OH comes from sentence-initial bare pronouns in a marked construction involving discourse parallelism. In such constructions they have an existential-partitive construal comparable to stressed English sóme: crying-instr 'Some were kissing his hands, some were kissing his sweet eyes, mouth and cheeks amidst great sobbing' (Érdy C. 248 a) Another remainder of the indeterminate era could be the superlative construction me-n-től . . . -bb, where -bb is the suffix for comparatives, ablative -tHol corresponds to than, and mi is indeterminate 'what' (Katalin Gugán, p.c.), which can be taken to be bound by a covert universal quantifier. (That is, the superlative was a compositional combination of the comparative plus a universal quantifier: being the best meaning better than everything/anything. The universal quantifier could be overt, with only the indeterminate visible on the surface.) The Jókai Codex also contains a number of derivatives to minden: mindenewt ('everywhere', -t is a locative suffix), minden-kor ('at all times', -kor is a temporal suffix), mindenestewl 'completely'. Later derivatives also employ indeterminates: minden-hol lit. 'every-where', and minden-ha lit. 'every-when'. According to Benkő (1964 Benkő ( -1987 minden is itself derived from mind 'all'. The outermost suffix -n can be identified as the suffix that converts cardinality expressions and quantifiers into groups with that cardinality (or groups having the property of being maximal).
[insert simple example?]
Universal Free Choice items
To complete the inventory of Old Hungarian expressions conveying maximality, universal Free Choice items need to be mentioned. Free Choice readings were conveyed by the complexes akár + pronoun, vala + pronoun. Akár+ pronoun expressions were mostly confined to a sentence-initial operator position, and usually corresponded to what has been termed as supplementary any in the sense of Horn (2000) . 7 Sentence-internal, syntactically 'integrated' akár -expressions appear sporadically during the first part of the 16th century.
Supplementary any, English examples from Horn (2000) Minden itself could convey a universal FC reading with the postposition nélkül 'without', as seen in (39). In addition, vala+pronoun combinations often conveyed FC construals, as seen in (40). Vala-DP s were in fact ordinary indefinites, and it has been argued in Bende-Farkas (2013a) and Bende-Farkas (2014a) that their FC reading was an implicature. The FC construal of relative pronouns with vala (seen in examples such (28-b) or (28-c) on page 13) was a consequence of the underlying correlative-conditional structure.
Free choice minden 'every': 7 According to Horn, the term was originally used in Jennings (1994) . In sum, Old Hungarian had one specialised Free Choice item, which at the time was confined mostly to supplementary any. 'Regular' free choice construals were conveyed by vala-expressions and occasionally by minden 'every'.
Interim summary
The inventory presented in the preceding subsection shows a varied landscape of expressions conveying universal or maximal readings. For the purposes of this paper A-quantifiers, indeterminates and D-quantifiers are especially relevant.
Combining observations from the data and what is known about the history of OH and Proto-Hungarian, viz. the transition from an SOV, head-final language to a discourse configurational language with a rich left periphery (cf. E.Kiss (2014)), we can formulate the hypothesis that in the period(s) preceding written records A-quantifiers were predominant.
Generalising from the morphosyntactic makeup of expressions containing distributive suffixes like -keed , we can propose that generalised quantifiers comparable to koronkeed 'always') contained a word-final operator suffix, attached to a content word. (Pluractional szer-re 'successively' also follows this pattern, and so doesörök-ké lit. 'eternal-transl' 'forever'.)
In fact, the internal composition of mind 'all' or minden 'every' also supports this conjecture, in that mind, minden consist in an indeterminate without quantificational force of its own, followed by a suffix cluster that could be analysed as conveying 'logical' content.
In addition, during earlier stages of Hungarian, quantificational effects could be achieved by long-distance binding of indeterminate pronouns.
These hypotheses entail that D-quantification (at least in its present form, during its current cycle) was a relatively recent development at the time of the first extant written records. Determiners in OH records belong to the left periphery of the DP, so, clearly, the syntactic makeup of DPs containing them is head-first. Thus the transition from affixal quantification to D-quantification in Hungarian can be seen as a change from the preponderence of structures like (41) to left peripheric D-quantification schematised in (44).
Further evidence for the relative lateness of D-quantification will come from the properties exhibited by OH indefinite series of the form particle + indeterminate (part 3.1), and also from a handful of quirky data involving minden, to be presented in the part 3.4. 
Discussing minden
The main focus of this section is OH minden 'every'. In part 3.1 we aim to show that it did not fit well in the paradigm of particle+indeterminate complexes of OH. In subsections 3.2 and 3.3 we present those properties of minden that lend it the appearance of a prototypical universal D-quantifier. In subsection 3.4 we present borderline cases from OH codices, which we take to indicate that (i) minden could have spent some time as a modifier meaning 'full', 'complete', (ii) and that variable binding in OH could interact with discourse anaphora (when correlatives appeared to be embedded under minden). To conclude this section we 'conjoin' findings from 3.1 and 3.2-3.3, in order to argue that (unlike indefinite particle + indeterminate complexes) OH minden was a quantifier in its own right, viz. it carried its own interpretable feature.
Prelude: minden and weak determiners
Minden was not the only D-quantifier in OH. Several weak DPs (including particle + indeterminate combinations) were attested as early as the Jókai Codex: The reader may note that many OH weak DPs consist in particle + indeterminate combinations. Minden could occasionally be combined with indeterminate pronouns, but its paradigm was severely defective. The following table presents the main particle + indeterminate paradigms in Old Hungarian. Né-marked specificity (scopal or epistemic), se-n-words, akár-FC items, and vala-appeared with plain indefinites, which in OH tended to appear in syntactically or logically subordinate position.
(46) 'some', 'a few' 'some amount of' 'any amount of' 'no amount of --mi-kor né-mi-kor vala-mi-kor akár-mi-kor semmi-kor minden-kor 'when' 'at a (given) time' 'at some time' 'anytime', 'ever' 'never' 'always' ha né-ha vala-ha so-ha minden-ha 'when'
'at a (given) time' 'at some time' 'never' 'always'
Before zooming in on minden, a few remarks on OH particle + indeterminate combinations are in order: Relative pronouns (not shown here) were undergoing a change, from bare pronouns to several particle + pronoun combinations (cf. Bácskai-Atkári and Dékány (2014)). Towards the end of the OH period akár -expressions started to appear sentence-internally, instead of heading subordinate clauses introducing supplementary any. Vala-indefinites could range in meaning anywhere from specificity to NPI readings. In short, codices reflect a certain malleability, which can be taken as symptomatic for the stabilisation/reinforcement of the left periphery in DP structure.
There are several morphosyntactic properties that single out minden in the system outlined in Table . . . : Minden as a determiner could freely combine with NPs, whereas akár-, vala, etc. could not do so on their own. (Certain complexes such as Vala-ki, né-mi could also be determiners. Sentence (45-b) contains in fact the determiner némi 'some'.) Members of the akár-and vala-series also served as relative pronouns; minden (or mind 'all') is not attested as a relative pronoun. Minden could combine with (case-marking) suffixes such as locative -tt . (Also, it could combine with temporal -kor without the mediation of the pronoun mi 'what'.)
The particles that served to build indefinites were markedly different from minden, in the following respect: on their own they did not convey the requisite meaning (with the exception of se-, which goes back to sem 'neither', a 'fusion' of is 'and', 'too' and nem 'not', cf. Gugán (2012) orÉ. Kiss (2014) ). Vala was originally a non-finite form of lenni 'to be', akár goes back to the verb akar 'want' (presumably via the disjunction akár 'either' or the minimaliser akár -csak-'at least', 'even'), whereas the specificity marker né-goes back to an earlier and long since recycled form of negation (Gugán (2012) ). To repeat, minden on its own was sufficient to convey universal quantification, whereas the particles combining with indeterminates (with the possible exception of negative se-) had no comparable contribution of their own, viz. they did not originate in operators having existential or FC meanings of their own.
In addition, minden already consisted of an indeterminate (mi 'what') and a cluster of suffixes. The question is to what extent speakers of OH recognised the indeterminate in minden or whether they took it as an unanalysed whole.
Expected properties
This subsection lists those properties of OH minden 'every' that are expected under the assumption / expectation that it was a well-behaved D-quantifier: it could bind variables locally, its scope was flexible within island boundaries, i.e. it could be raised covertly or overtly. It came with a tripartite structure, and it was not compatible with collective or reciprocal expressions (e.g. with collective verbs, or with együtt 'together').
Binding: minden could bind variables in its Nuclear Scope. In (47) the minden-DP is at the left periphery of the sentence; we take this word order fact to indicate that minden-DPs could be raised from their postverbal base position.
The scope of minden was flexible. In addition to (5) from 3, sentence (48) presents a fresh example, where menden hèlen 'everywhere' outscopes the subject quantifier sokan 'many'. Minden, mind , and collectivity: as regards compatibility with collective or reciprocal meanings, minden and mind have been found to parallel English every and all , respectively.
Incompatibility with collective or reciprocal expressions: No examples have been found of minden in sentences with collective verbs (Hungarian counterparts of 'gather', 'meet', 'surround'). Likewise, no examples havve been attested with collectivity markers or reciprocals in the Nuclear Scope of minden. Several examples have been found with mind 'all', however. This, we think is telling: OH mind was positively compatible with such expressions, and, from the absence of data we can tentatively deduce that OH minden was not. Similarly, no examples have been attested with distributivity markers in the Nuclear Scope of minden. Examples with mind abound (e.g. (16) on 8). There are a handful of cases involving minden and the distributivity operator ki-ki that suspiciously look like requantification; since such cases do not directly affect the interpretation of minden they remain a matter for further research. As combinations (or the lack of them) with reciprocals and collective expressions show, OH mind and minden reflect the well-studied divergence one can see with English all and every (cf. among others Dowty (1987) , Hoeksema (1996) , Winter (2001) , or Champollion (2010) for a more recent reference).
In addition, OH minden could bind its variables in the approved textbook fashion, and its scope was flexible. Mind on the other hand appeared more inclined toward anaphoric relations, and did not exhibit the scope interactions typical of minden. (This will be apparent from the comparison of examples (52) and (53) from the next subsection.) 3.3 Less expected, but still predictable properties OH minden could be used as a purely logical tool, the grammar exploiting its properties as a logical constant.
In the codices minden-DPs could precede sentence negation, in a configuration ∀ . . . ¬, which was of course equivalent to ¬ . . . ∃. (As seen from (52-b), egmenden lit. 'one-every' could also appear in this role, whereas mind did not. Sentence (53) hallyon '(Aaron) should never enter the sanctum, lest he should die' (Jordánszky C. 99) Lit. 'At every/any time, Aaron must not enter the sanctum, lest he should die' Sentence (53) (part of the earlier example (32)) shows a similar syntactic configuration involving mind 'all'. This is not a case of a (distributive) universal outscoping negation; rather, the operator underlying mind associates with the world in its entirety. We take the sentence to mean that the entire world would have been insufficient to grasp (St John's message). n-words such as semmi 'nothing' senki 'no-one' have been attested, but their distribution appears to be more restricted than in Modern Hungarian (cf.É. Kiss (2014) ). (It could be seen in example (4) on page 3 that postverbal n-words could be exhcanged for indefinite valami 'someone' or for an indeterminate pronoun, as in (30) 
The unexpected
This subsection is devoted to rarities and exotic cases from the codices. They are presented here because they shed light on (i) The quasi-lexical meaning of 8 Modern Hungarian tends to employ genuine FC items in such expressions, such as akár +pronoun or bár +pronoun. Occasionally, minden can still be used (László Kálmán, p.c.):
minden every kertelés hedging nélkül without 'without any hedging/fudging' An anonymous reviewer finds such MH examples perfectly accceptable and productive. In the author's dialect, however, they appear a bit unusual. minden as 'full', 'complete', and on (ii) a period of OH when variable binding in the logic textbook sense coexisted (and interfered) with antecedent-anaphora relations.
Minden could (and can to this day) combine with abstract nouns (e.g. jó 'good') or mass nouns (arany 'gold'). The root of the problem, we think, is the particular algebraic structure of the domain of Hungarian N s/NP s; the logical properties of quantifiers operating on such structures is in a sense secondary to that (cf. Tovena (2003) on parametric variation in the sortal/algebraic restrictions on determiners).
9
The codices contain some minden + NP combinations that would count as unusual even for present-day speakers of Hungarian. We take such examples to indicate that minden could originally have had a quasi-open-class lexical meaning, viz. 'full', 'complete'. An example in point is (55) below, where mynden eletewnk can only mean our entire life, the entire life of each one of us, and not every life of ours. It has to be noted that examples like (58) precede the emergence of doubly case marked demonstrative-article-NP complexes (shown in (59-a) and discussed in Egedi (2014) ). (59) a. azt that-acc a the könyv-e-t book-acc 'that book' b. * az that a the könyv-e-t book-acc intended: same as above Cases like (58) also differ from genuine appositives in Modern Hungarian (in that the determiner immediately precedes the NP).
11 A syntactic analysis of this problem is beyond the scope of this contribution. Here, we take sentences like (58) to indicate that the integration of determiners into the left periphery of the DP could have involved several intermediate stages. We can even speculate that (58) is indicative of a stage when determiner and NP were independent syntactic units, and semantic connections were made explicit with the 'glue' of case marking.
Minden with relatives/correlatives1:
Occasionally one finds a plain relative clause introduced by a vala-pronoun embedded under a quantifier:
Menden Every valaki VALA-who kaialtanga cry-fut.3sg vrnac lord-dat nèuet name-poss.3sg-acc 10 Recent literature on quantification has questioned precisely the inherent, lexically hardwired distributivity of every and its kin. In terms of such analyses an example like (57) would mean either that (i) minden was not accompanied by a covert distributive operator, or that (ii) -keed could have been precisely the overt reflex of such an operator. Under alternative (ii) the question is how overt -keed has become superfluous.
11 The following is a 'true' Hungarian appositive: A sentence like (60) looks strange to contemporary speakers of Hungarian: Nowadays, vala-indefinites are quintessential positive polarity indefinites, so (60) would read as Every someone who cries the name of the Lord will be redeemed. Actually, such sentences are not puzzling, given that in OH valaexpressions could be relative pronouns.They typically introduced free relatives / correlatives, but the step from free relative to ordinary relative (exemplified by (60)) does not come as a total surprise. On the basis of (60) alone we might conclude that the puzzle of relative vala-expressions is a problem for the history of Hungarian indefinites, and not for the study of minden.
Sentence (61) is more problematic, however, because of the anaporic expression ez eleten ember 'such a man' in the Nuclear Scope of minden. A possible explanation is that codices often mirror spoken language by emphasising connections between sentence bits. If we insist on a purely grammatical explanation we are compelled to say that minden had to associate with the anaphoric expression in some manner, either through binding its variable, or by means of some intrasentential anaphoric mechanism. vala be-past 'She gave everyone his due' (Cornides C. 178r) 'She gave everyone i that j to whom i which j was his i (due)'
In (62) minden is supposed to bind the relative pronoun akinek in its Nuclear Scope. The problem is that the pronoun is in an operator position (and in the semantics component it is in the scope of a covert maximality operator). An added complication with (62) is that it is a double correlative, so that the quantifier is supposed to bind the first relative pronoun, while the definite correlate azt 'that' in the matrix is supposed to be bound to the second relative pronoun my 'what'. If we adopt an analysis of correlatives that assumes a covert maximality operator (such as Braşoveanu (2008)), one question is how the quantifier is supposed to access a discourse referent in the scope of this operator.
Again, a proper analysis of an exceptional case like (62) has to be deferred. (62) is taken to provide a glimpse into a time when strict binding (D-quantification) and looser, externally and internally dynamic structures co-existed.
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3.5 The feature content of minden To conclude the discussion of minden, we return to Kratzer-Shimoyama's analysis of local particle + indeterminate combinations. Taking epistemic German irgend -indefinites as a point of departure, Kratzer (2005) proposed that in these combinations the particle has no quantificational force of its own. Instead, a particle such as German irgend-is a concord marker, a signal that the alternatives introduced by the indeterminate are to be discharged by a covert operator higher in the structure. At the level of syntax this means that these particles contain an uninterpretable feature that needs to be checked by the operator that 'binds' the indefinite. This account, as Kratzer herself pointed out, tallies with the dynamic view on indefinites, viz. they introduce a free variable that is bound, or closed, elsewhere.
At this stage of research, OH Hungarian 'compound' indefinites can be assumed to behave as predicted by Kratzer and Shimoyama. Né-indefinites, for instance, could be bound at matrix level (presumably by an operator with a context-sensitive parameter, to account for their specificity), vala-indefinites could be bound under negation, both akár-and vala-indefinites could be bound by covert relative operators, and so on. (But see Yanovich (2005) for a more fine-grained analysis of indeterminates and the DPs containing them.) From a diachronic perspective, an added advantage of such a proposal is that most of the meaning changes affecting indefinites can be explained as a change in feature values, and not as a change in the indefinites themselves, as stressed in Jäger (2011) . On the analysis in Jäger (2011) change is indeed captured as a change in feature values (and, consequently, as a change in licensing operators).
Where minden is concerned, we would like to argue that minden was a self-contained quantifier, which came with its own (interpretable) feature.
The reader may recall morpho-syntactic arguments from 3.1, which indicate that minden and its family did not fit well into the (particle+indeterminate) series of OH expressions. Minden could act as a determiner and freely combine with NPs (unlike the bare particles vala-or akár ). In addition, minden had its own quantificational content, unlike the particles that combined with indeterminates: with the exception of negative se-m-, these particles came to mark existential force, specificity or Free Choice readings precisely because they combined with indeterminates.
The morphosyntactic composition of mind and minden does not match the particle + indeterminate order of the indefinite series; instead, their makeup is 12 According to an anonymous reviewer sentences like (62) are 'pretty good' in present-day Hungarian:
Mindenkinek Every-who-dat megadta prt-gave kinek who-dat mi what járt was.due 'She gave everyone his due' 'To whomever, whatever was due, she granted it to everyone' According to native speakers I have consulted such sentences are felicitous with a marked intonational pause before the correlative, suggesting some kind of discoursal relation between the correlative and the clause containing mindenki 'everyone'. That is, the correlative does not appear to be embedded under the quantifier; it can be seen as elaborating on the information provided by the minden-clause.
better suited to a head-final formula.
In addition to morphological arguments, OH recods show minden behaves like a self-relying quantifier, in that its scope is flexible, and its preverbal occurrences can be taken as evidence for overt movement.
Conclusions
The inventory presented in Section 2 has shown that the expression of universal/maximal readings in Old Hungarian was varied, not to say, heterogeneous. The main empirical findings of this contribution concern OH A-quantifiers and indeterminate-based quantification.
Temporal expressions marked with the distributive suffix -keed expressed universal quantification; they had a tripartite structure, and could take scope over material to their right.
The morphological composition of such expressions has been proposed to belong to an earlier, head final stage of Hungarian.
Bare pronouns under negation and in conditionals have been taken to indicate that during earlier stages of Hungarian indeterminate pronouns could be bound long distance. (63) table reflects the assumption that there such a system of long-distance binding, and that it was amenable to a Hamblin-style analysis. Further research will have weigh in deeper syntactic considerations, taking into account the principles that determine relationships between whmovement, indeterminates and the determiner system within a given type of language (Watanabe (2004) ), as well as a careful semantic analysis of particleindeterminate complexes in Hungarian (in the vein of Yanovich (2005)).
Indefinite particle + indeterminate complexes in OH codices have been taken to lend themselves to the analysis proposed in Kratzer (2005) or Biberauer and Roberts (2011): the particle (plain indefinite vala-, Free Choice akár-) is like a concord marker, in that it contains an uninterpretable feature that needs to be checked by an operator. Morphosyntactic and semantic evidence (scope and binding) has shown minden 'every' to be a quantifier in its own right.
In a handful of cases OH minden behaved in an unusual manner: it could agree in case with its NP, or a correlative would end up embedded under it. We take such examples to correspond to intermediate stages in a process that eventually led to minden being a tripartite D-quantifier.
